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ABSTRACT 
This thesis details the psychometric properties of the Modern Homonegativity Scale 
(MHS), which is designed to measure negative attitudes toward gay men and lesbians. 
Four studies assessed: 1) the values perceived to be violated and upheld by gay men and 
lesbians (N=40), 2) the reliability and factor structure of a preliminary version of the MHS 
(N=353), 3) the reliability and construct validity of the final version of the MHS (N=309), 
and 4) a behavioural expression of modern homonegativity (N=36). The MHS is 
unidimensional and possesses a high degree of internal consistency. As hypothesized, 
MHS scores correlated positively with political conservatism, religious behaviour and self-
schema, modern sexism, and endorsement of the Protestant Work Ethic, and correlated 
negatively with acceptance of an Humanitarian-Egalitarian ideology. MHS scores were 
not contaminated by social desirability bias. An experimental examination of the construct 
validity of modern homonegativity revealed that high-scoring participants on the MHS 
were less likely to sit beside individuals wearing t-shirts with pro-gay/pro-lesbian slogans. 
The present studies reveal that modem homonegativity exists and operates within 
university populations. 
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INTRODUCTION 
National opinion polls conducted in the United States during the 1970s reveal the 
public's bias against homosexuals. For example, a fot.r-year nationwide study conducted 
in 1970 indicated that : (1) more than 75% of respondents believed homosexuals should 
not be allowed to work in certain professions (e.g., court judges, school teachers, and 
ministers); 40% believed that homosexuals in the work place would corrupt their co-
workers; and 25% and 33% believed that male and female homosexuals, respectively, 
could be "converted" into heterosexuals by sexually skilled members of the opposite sex 
(Levitt & Klassen, 1974). However, a change in attitude toward homosexual men and 
women has been documented empirically (Yang, 1997). For example, a trend analysis of 
national opinion poll data collected between 1973 and 1991 revealed that American 
respondents were less likely to endorse items sanctioning: a) the removal of gay-positive 
books from library shelves; b) the dismissal of elementary and college teachers who are 
homosexual; and c) the prohibition of public speaking by gay men and lesbians (Dejowski, 
1992). The author concluded that there is a significant linear trend toward "greater 
tolerance for homosexuals" (p. 11 ). Similarly, a random telephone survey of residents of a 
mid-Western American city revealed "widespread support for the provision of civil rights" 
to lesbians and gay men, among other minority groups, and a general "unwillingness to 
condemn [their lifestyle]" (Beran, Claybaker, Dillon, & Haverkamp, 1992, p. 82). Finally, 
a 1992 Gallop poll found that 74% of participants felt that "homosexuals should have 
equal rights in terms of job opportunities" (Hugick, 1992 as cited in Monteith, Deneen, & 
Tooman, 1996). 
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Such studies emphasize the gradual abandonment of anachronistic pejorative 
beliefs about gay men and lesbians. However, one should not assume that homonegativity 
itself has disappeared; rather, as an analogue to modem racism and modem sexism, it 
similarly may be adopting a more covert form. Before reviewing the theoretical 
frameworks used to formulate this new form of prejudice, it is necessary to define what is 
meant by the term homonegativity. 
Homonegativity is any prejudicial affective or behavioural response directed 
toward an individual because he or she is, or is perceived to be, homosexual (Cerny & 
Polyson, 1984 as cited in Morrison, Parriag, & Morrison, in press). Although seldom 
used, the term "homonegativity" is preferable to the term "homophobia" because the latter 
implies that anti-homosexual bias is dysfunctional (Herek, 1986). This implication ignores 
the fact that prejudicial beliefs about homosexuals appear to play a role in the development 
of traditional sex-role expectations (Frank, 1991). Furthermore, the term "homophobia" 
is a misnomer when used to describe nonphobic negative reactions toward homosexuals 
(Haag a, 1991). For example, the term "homophobia" implies that individuals have an 
irrational persistent fear of gay men and lesbians and, thus, ignores nonphobic reactions 
such as hostility and disgust. 
Modem Racism 
Blatant expressions of racial hatred also have become unacceptable in mainstream 
society (McConahay, Hardee, & Batts, 1981). For example, public opinion polls 
conducted since the 1950s suggest that endorsement of attitude items measuring white 
supremacy, black inferiority, and racial segregation has declined in the United States 
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(Firebaugh & Davis, 1988). However, anti-black voting behaviour (Kinder & Sears, 
1981), resistance to affirmative action (Jacobson, 1985), and race-related biases in a 
number of areas including employment (McConahay, 1983) and the judicial system 
(Pfeifer & Ogloff, 1991) indicate that racism remains a vital force in American society. 
The concept of "modern" racism accounts for this paradox by suggesting that racial 
prejudice has assumed a more covert form, one that is not assessed by highly reactive 
"old-fashioned" measures of anti-black attitudes. 
The concept of modern racism was formulated when researchers observed a 
contradiction between white Americans' endorsement of abstract notions of equality and 
their frequent opposition to policies implementing racial parity. Modern racism is based 
on the assumptions that blacks are making illegitimate demands for changes in the status 
quo and violate cherished values encapsulated in the Protestant Work Ethic 
(e.g., individualism, discipline, and self-reliance) (McConahay, 1982; Monteith, 1996). 
According to Entman (1990), modern racists evidence a general emotional hostility 
toward blacks, reject their political demands, and disavow their present-day 
discrimination. 
Modem Sexism 
Due to the shared minority status of women and blacks, racism and sexism may be 
seen as interrelated phenomena (Reid, 1988; Smith & Stewart, 1983). Moreover, 
researchers argue that sufficient parallels exist to generalize findings from one group to the 
other (Swim, Aikin, Hall, & Hunter, 1995). For example, the content of racist and sexist 
stereotypes share many similarities i.e., blacks and women are both portrayed as 
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"intellectually inferior, lacking in ambition and drive, emotional, dependent, and childlike" 
(Smith & Stewart, 1983, p. 2). Moreover, "[women and blacks] have had to deal with the 
expectation and assumption that white men were better suited to ... supervisory and 
managerial positions" (Reid, 1988, p. 204). Both groups also have been excluded from 
prestigious community organizations and restrictions have been placed on their admittance 
to post-secondary institutions (Reid, 1988). Finally, racism and sexism may result, in part, 
from similar cognitive processes (Brewer, 1988). That is, as race and sex are readily 
discernible physical stimuli, individuals are more likely to categorize blacks and women 
along ingroup/outgroup dimensions. Thus, it has been proposed that the tenets underlying 
modem racism can be applied to prejudice against women. 
The ways in which modem sexism can be viewed as an analogue to modem racism 
have been identified. Specifically, traditional beliefs about characterological differences 
between men and women (e.g., men possess traits such as logic and self-reliance that 
cluster along an instrumental dimension in contrast to women who possess expressive 
attributes such as emotionalism and dependency) have been supplanted by more subtle 
manifestations of sexism (Swim et al. , 1995). Further, although many individuals appear 
to endorse parity between the sexes, concomitant structural and behavioural changes 
indicative of gender equality have not taken place. For example, women working full-time 
earn approximately 40% less in salary per annum than men (Wilson, 1991 ), women remain 
disproportionately represented in low-status occupations that provide minimal opportunity 
for career advancement (Armstrong & Armstrong, 1994), and women, irrespective of their 
employment status, spend more time on home production activities than men (Biernat & 
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Wortman, 1991; Douhitt, 1989). Swim et al. (1995) state that modem sexists disavow 
women's present-day discrimination, reject their demands for political and economic 
parity, and resent policies designed to promote gender equality. 
Social scientists may find it useful to evaluate other forms of prejudice through the 
theoretical lens of modem racism and modem sexism. For example, racism, sexism, and 
homonegativity are often intercorrelated (Bierly, 1985; Henley & Pincus, 1978). Thus, it 
is possible that homonegativity may be undergoing a similar transformation from "old-
fashioned" to "modem." 
Old-fashioned Homonegativity 
Homonegativity, in an old-fashioned sense, derives from traditional religious and 
moral beliefs, misconceptions about gay men and lesbians, and the perspective that 
homosexuality deviates from normal social behaviour. The Judea-Christian tradition 
promulgates the view that homosexuality is immoral because it represents sexual 
behaviour that is independent of procreation (McConnell, 1977). Indeed, two myths 
about homosexuals (particularly gay men) are that all homosexuals are child molesters and 
promiscuous (Fyfe, 1983). These myths serve to reinforce the belief that gay men violate 
moral principles that are seen as fundamental in North American society. Furthermore, 
homosexuals often are seen as undermining traditional sex roles (MacDonald, Huggins, 
Young, & Swanson, 1972). As a result, the derogation of gay men and lesbians may stem, 
in part, from the belief that they threaten the status quo. 
A number of scales measure traditional, pejorative attitudes toward homosexuals, 
including the Index of Toleration ofHomosexuality (ITH; Irwin & Thompson, 1977), the 
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Heterosexual Attitudes Toward Homosexuals Scale (HATH; Larsen, Reed, & Hoffman, 
1980), the Homosexism Scale (HS; Hansen, 1982), and the Attitudes Toward Lesbians 
and Gay Men scale (ATLG; Herek, 1988). Scale items typically assess: a) traditional 
religious/moral beliefs against homosexuality (e.g., "homosexuality is a sin"); 
b) individuals' endorsement of myths about gay men and lesbians (e.g., "homosexuals 
should not be allowed to work with children"); and c) the extent to which homosexuals 
are seen as deviating from normal social behaviour (e.g., "the idea of male homosexual 
marriage seems ridiculous to me"). The obvious nature of scales using such items may be 
problematic because research examining modem racism and modem sexism indicate that 
old-fashioned, or traditional, prejudices are being replaced by more subtle and indirect 
forms (Kinder, 1986; McConahay et al. , 1981; Swim et al. , 1995; Swim & Cohen, 1997). 
Modem Homonegativity 
Modem homonegativity may centre on beliefs such as: (1) gay men and lesbians 
are making illegitimate (or unnecessary) demands for changes in the status quo (e.g., 
spousal benefits); (2) discrimination against homosexual men and women is a thing of the 
past; and (3) gay men and lesbians exaggerate the importance of their sexual preference 
and, in so doing, prevent themselves from assimilating into mainstream culture. It is 
unlikely that traditional measures ofhomonegativity assess such beliefs. Consequently, 
social scientists may underestimate the extent to which "liberal" respondents, in particular 
college and university students, endorse negative attitudes toward homosexual men and 
women. As modem homonegativity denotes a contemporary manifestation of hostility 
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toward gay men and lesbians, it may go undetected on more traditional, old-fashioned 
measures. 
This thesis reports the findings of four studies that developed and validated a 
measure of"modem" prejudice toward homosexuals. In study 1, Rokeach's (1967) value 
survey, and the theoretical frameworks of modem racism and modem sexism were used to 
formulate items for a preliminary version of the Modem Homonegativity Scale (MHS). In 
study 2, participants completed a preliminary version of the MHS, and the scale' s 
reliability and factor structure were examined. Participants in Study 3 completed a 
questionnaire which contained the final version of the MHS, as well as other attitudinal 
measures. The relationships among these variables were examined to investigate the 
construct validity of the MHS. Study 4 examined the construct validity of the MHS by 
using an attributional ambiguity paradigm to explore a behavioural implication of modem 
homo negativity. 
Study 1 
The belief-congruence model of prejudice suggests that attitudes toward members 
of an outgroup are often mediated by a perceived dissimilarity in beliefs (Rokeach, 1967). 
Individuals commonly use values, or belief systems, in conjunction with stereotypes, to 
justify negative attitudes toward others (Esses, Haddock, & Zanna, 1993). For example, 
individuals may harbour negative affect toward a particular group if they believe that 
group members violate valued end-states such as wisdom (Kristiansen & Zanna, 1994). 
Moreover, modem forms of prejudice are also predicated on the perceived 
violation of cherished values such as those encapsulated in the Protestant Work Ethic. 
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This value orientation reflects the extent to which people focus on the deviant status of a 
group, thereby attributing certain characteristics (e.g., lack of drive) to explain the group's 
shortcomings (Katz & Hass, 1988). 
Given that belief-congruence and cherished values provide a foundation for 
modern forms of prejudice, Study 1 examined the values perceived to be violated and 
upheld by homosexuals. The results of this survey were used to generate items for the 
preliminary version of the MHS, as were items developed by the researcher and items 
modified from the Modern Sexism Scale (MSS; Swim et al., 1995). In addition, the 
content validity of the preliminary MHS was evaluated. 
Method 
Participants 
Forty Canadian university students (20 males; 20 females) were asked to complete 
Rokeach's (1967) value survey. Ten males and ten females completed the "terminal" 
value survey (see discussion below), and ten males and ten females completed the 
"instrumental" value survey. 
Materials 
The value survey provides information about value stability and change over time 
(Feather, 1979; Rokeach & Ball-Rokeach, 1989). The survey contains 36 values 
presented alphabetically. The first eighteen values are referred to as "terminal" (i.e., the 
end-goals of existence, such as equality, peace, and inner harmony), whereas the second 
set of 18 represent "instrumental" values (i.e., the behavioural means for achieving end-
goals, such as ambition, honesty, and logic). A copy of the value survey is provided in 
Appendix A. 
Procedure 
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Participants were approached individually at various locations throughout the 
university (e.g., cafeteria) and asked to complete a survey investigating a "variety of 
beliefs and value orientations." Ethical concerns regarding informed consent were 
satisfied by use of a cover page which indicated that participation was strictly voluntary 
and that all responses would be anonymous and confidential. Participants were instructed 
to rank-order either the list of terminal or instrumental values on a scale from 1 to 18 
( 1 =most important; 18=least important). Participants then transferred nine of the eighteen 
values they deemed most important to the space provided on the second page of the 
survey. Male and female participants were asked to indicate the extent to which gay men 
or lesbians, respectively, violated or upheld each of the nine values on a 7-point Likert-
type scale (!=strongly agree; ?=strongly disagree). 
Results 
Means and standard deviations of responses to the terminal and instrumental 
values are provided in Tables 1 and 2. Values with responses above the midpoint (i.e., a 
response greater than 4 when participants indicated the extent to which lesbians or gay 
men upheld the value) or below the midpoint (i.e., a response less than 4 when participants 
indicated the extent to which lesbians or gay men violated the value) were considered 
when formulating preliminary items for the MHS. For example, participants thought that 
gay men and lesbians upheld the instrumental value courage (M=2.73, SD=1.28). This 
value was used to create the item, "Gay men and lesbians who are 'out of the closet' 
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Table 1. 
Means and standard deviations for the terminal value survey in Study 1 (n=20). 
Terminal Values Gay Men Lesbians Gay Men Lesbians 
Uphold Uphold Violate Violate 
M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD} 
A Comfortable Life 2.00 (0.00) 4.00 (0.00) 7.00 (0.00) 6.00 (1.00) 
Accomplishment 1.00 (0.00) 2.40 (1.52) 6.33 (1.15) 6.50 (0.71) 
A World Peace 1.00 (0.00) 2.33 (1.53) 6.50 (0.71) -
A World of Beauty 1.00 (0.00) 4.00 (0.00) 7.00 (0.00) 7.00 (0.00) 
Exciting Life 1.33 (0.58) 1.00 (0.00) 7.00 (0.00) 6.75 (0.50) 
Equality 1.00 (0.00) - 5.50 (2.12) -
Family Security 2.50 (1.91) 2.33 (1.15) 7.00 (0.00) 6.00 (1.41) 
Freedom 1.00 (0.00) 1.75 (0.96) 7.00 (0.00) 5.80 (2:17) 
Happiness 1.80 (1.10) 1.67 (0.58) 6.60 (0.89) 6.80 (0.45) 
Inner Harmony 1.67 (1.15) 2.00 (2.00) 7.00 (0.00) 6.25 (1.50) 
Mature Love 2.00 (0.00) - 6.00 (1.41) 6.67 (0.58) 
National Security - 3.00 (1 41) 7.00 (0.00) -
Pleasure 1.25 (0.50) 4.00 (0.00) 7.00 (0.00) 4.00 (0.00) 
Salvation - 1.00 (0.00) 4.00 (0.00) 7.00 (0.00) 
Self-respect 2.20 (1.79) 1.80 (0.84) 6.60 (0.89) 6.40 (0.89) 
Social Recognition - - - -
True Friendship 1.80 (1.79) 1.40 (0.55) 6.33 (1.15) 6.20 (1.30) 
Wisdom 2.00 (1.73) 2.60 (1.52) - 5.00 (0.00) 
Note. Responses can range from 1 (strongly agree) to 7 (strongly disagree) . Dashes 
indicate that the value was not among the top nine selected by any of the participants. 
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Table 2 . 
Means and standard deviations for the instrumental value survey in Study 1 (n=20). 
Instrumental Values Gay Men Lesbians Gay Men Lesbians 
Uphold Uphold Violate Violate 
M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) 
Ambitious 4.50 (1.73) 4.00 (0.00) 4.67 (2 .08) 4.67 (0.58) 
Broadminded 4.00 (0.00) 2.00 (1.41) 6.20 (1.79) 5.80 (1.30) 
Capable 4.00 (4.24) 2.50 (2.12) 6.00 (1.73) 5.50 (1.00) 
Cheerful 4.33 (2 .52) 3.50 (0.71) 5.33 (2 .89) 5.00 (1.41) 
Clean 5.50 (2.12) - 5.50 (2 .12) -
Courageous 2.80 (2.68) 2.67 (1 .53) 7.00 (0.00) 5.67 (1.53) 
Forgiving 3.50 (0.71) 2.50 (2.12) 7.00 (0.00) 5.67 (1.53) 
Helpful 2.00 (0.00) 2.80 (1.64) 4.00 (0.00) 6.00 (0.00) 
Honest 4.00 (0.00) 2.75 (1.50) 5.20 (2.49) 5.50 (1.29) 
Imaginative 3.50 (0.71) 2.33 (1.53) 7.00 (0.00) 7.00 (0.00) 
Independent 3.33 (2.08) 2.33 (2 .31) 6.25 (1.50) 6.50 (0.58) 
Intellectual 2.00 (0.00) 3.00 (1.41) 5.50 (2 .12) 6.50 (0.71) 
Logical 5.33 (2.08) 1.00 (0.00) 7.00 (0.00) 4.75 (0.96) 
Loving 2.50 (2.12) 2.00 (1.73) 6.00 (1.41) 6.60 (0.55) 
Obedient 2.00 (0.00) - - 7.00 (0.00) 
Polite 4.67 (2.52) 4.00 (1.41) 4.00 (0.00) 4.00 (0.00) 
Responsible 4.33 (2.52) 1.33 (0.58) 7.00 (0.00) 5.00 (1.41) 
Self -controlled 4.67 (3 .21) 3.00 (2.83) 6.00 (1.41) -
Note. Responses can range from 1 (strongly agree) to 7 (strongly disagree) . Dashes 
indicate that the value was not among the top nine selected by any of the participants. 
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should be admired for their courage." Conversely, participants believed that gay men and 
lesbians somewhat violated the instrumental value politeness (M=4.34, SD=1.97). This 
value was used to create the item, "Gay men and lesbians have become far too 
confrontational in their demand for equal rights." Results of the value survey were used to 
construct seven items for the MRS. 1 
Three modified statements from the Modern Sexism Scale also were used on the 
MRS. For example, an MSS item, "On average, people in our society treat men and 
women equally" was revised to read, "On average, heterosexuals and homosexuals are 
treated the same in Canadian society." Remaining items (n=40) were generated by the 
researcher. Examples include, "Gay men and lesbians should stop complaining about the 
way they are treated in society, and simply get on with their lives," and, "In today's 
society, gay men and lesbians rarely experience discrimination in the workplace." The 
preliminary version of the MRS consisted of fifty items in total. 
The content validity of the MRS was assessed by a community member affiliated 
with the Gay and Lesbian Association (GALA) in Prince George, British Columbia. 
Based on feedback from this individual, a few items were modified for content. For 
example, the item, "If gay men and lesbians want to be treated like everyone else, then 
they need to stop making such a fuss about their sexuality," was altered to include the 
word culture (e.g., ... making such a fuss about their sexuality/culture), since the 
community member maintained that being gay or lesbian involves more than sexuality. 
1 Due to the small sample size in the value survey, the author did not examine whether 
male and female participants differed in the values they believed were violated/upheld by 
gay men and lesbians. 
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Discussion 
In Study 1, male and female participants did not perceive gay men and lesbians to 
be violating terminal and instrumental sets of values. In fact, most participants viewed 
lesbians and gay men as upholding these values. Although the number of items derived 
from this procedure was small in relation to the total number of items generated for the 
MHS, a value analysis is highly recommended when developing scales designed to 
measure attitudes toward outgroups (Biernat, Vescio, & Theno, 1996). By identifYing the 
values and norms a social group is perceived to uphold or violate, social scientists gain a 
better understanding of [negative] attitude formation (Esses et al., 1993). 
Study 2 
The purpose of Study 2 was to develop a reliable and valid short version of the 
MHS. Item reduction was achieved using criteria outlined by Benson and Vincent (1980), 
described below, and through the use of principal components analysis. The psychometric 
properties of the shortened version of the MHS also were examined. 
Measures of prejudice have been found to correlate positively with political 
conservatism (Bierly, 1985). Conservatives can be defined as "individuals who wish to 
preserve social stability, tradition, and the status quo" (Altemeyer, 1988, p. 273), and 
thus, in the present study, it was anticipated that political conservatism would relate 
positively to MHS scores. Also, previous investigations of homonegativity revealed that 
individuals possessing negative attitudes toward homosexual men and women were likely 
to be religious, to attend church more frequently, and to subscribe to a conservative 
religious ideology (Herek, 1984). Therefore, it was anticipated that measures of religious 
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behaviour (i.e., frequency of church/synagogue attendance) and religious self-schema (i.e., 
how religious an individual perceived him or herself to be) would correlate positively to 
MHS scores. It was expected that these positive correlations would provide preliminary 
support for the scale's construct validity. 
Method 
Participants 
Participants were three-hundred and fifty-three Canadian university students (149 
males; 204 females)? The proportion of males and females in the sample was 42.2% and 
57.8%, respectively. Participants' ages ranged from 17 to 45 years (M = 21.75; 
SD = 4.92). Approximately 46% (n=161) of the sample was in their first year of 
university, 28% (n=99) in second year, 15.7% (n=55) in third year, 8.5% (n=30) in fourth 
year, and 1. 7% (n=6) in fifth year or above. Two participants did not provide a year of 
study. In accordance with their self-designated programme of study, 71 .1% (n=251) of 
participants were currently majoring in sciences, 23 .8% (n=84) were majoring in arts or 
humanities, and 5.1% (n= 18) were undecided as to a major. 
Participants were offered a monetary incentive for volunteering to participate (e.g., 
each student had the chance to win fifty dollars in a draw sponsored by the researcher) 
rather than course credit to complete the questionnaire. 
2 Based on responses to an eight-point question, 75 .8% (n=277) of participants were 
"exclusively heterosexual"; 16.7% (n=59) were "primarily heterosexual"; and 4.8% (n=17) 
were "more heterosexual than homosexual." The sample did not include participants who 
did not know their sexual orientation (n=3) or were "bisexual" (n=4), "more homosexual 
than heterosexual" (n=16), "primarily homosexual" (n=1), or "exclusively homosexual" 
(n=2). Participants' sexual orientation was measured to minimize the likelihood that gay 
and lesbian students would be participating in this study. 
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Measures 
Political conservatism. Participants were asked to indicate whether they consider 
their political point of view to be: very liberal, liberal, somewhat liberal, somewhat 
conservative, conservative, or very conservative. 3 Scores can range from 1 to 6, with 
higher scores reflecting greater conservatism. Single item measures of political 
conservatism have been found to be reliable and valid (Gerbner, Gross, Morgan, & 
Signorielli, 1994; Wagstaff & Quirk, 1983). Responses to this item are provided in 
Table 3. 
Religiosity. Religious behaviour was measured by a single-item in which 
participants indicated whether they attend religious services: never, on special occasions, 
now and then, or usually. For both items, scores can range from 1 to 4, with higher scores 
denoting greater levels of religiosity (Gorsuch and McFarland, 1972; Sheeran, Abrams, 
Abraham, and Spears, 1993). Religious self-schema was measured by a single item in 
which participants indicated whether they consider themselves to be: not at all religious, 
slightly religious, somewhat religious, or very religious. Responses to these items are 
provided in Table 3. 
Modem Homonegativity Scale (MHS). The preliminary version of the MHS 
contained 50 items, eight ofwhich require reverse scoring, and uses a 5-point Likert-type 
scale (!=strongly disagree; 5=strongly agree). Scores can range from 50 to 250, with 
higher scores representing greater levels of modem homonegativity. 
3 An additional response option was "don't know;" however, participants who selected 
this option were not included in the statistical analyses. 
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Table 3. 
Summary of participants' responses to background questions in Study 2. 
Political Conservatism. 1 
Very liberal Liberal Somewhat Somewhat Conservative Very 
liberal conservative conservative 
8.5% 23 .4% 25.4% 7.4% 5.4% 0.01% 
(n=30) (n=82) (n=89) (n=26) (n=l9) (n=3) 
Reli}Jious Behaviour. 
Never On special Now and Usually 
occasions then 
52.1% 24.1% 13% 10.8% 
(n=184) (n=85) (n=46) (n=38) 
Reli}Jious Self-schema. 2 
Not at all Slightly religious Somewhat religious Very religious 
religious 
43.9% 27.1% 17.9% 6.3% 
(n=154) (n=95) (n=63) (n=2~ 
Note. Percentages may not equal100 because of cases classified as either "don't know" or "missing." 
128.8% (n=101) of participants responded with "don't know" and three participants left the question 
blank. 
24.8% (n=17) of participants responded with "don't know" and two participants left the question black. 
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Procedure 
The researcher and several assistants distributed questionnaires to a variety of 
classrooms on campus (e.g., biology and economics) at the University ofNorthem British 
Columbia. Students were informed that participation was strictly voluntary and that all 
responses would be anonymous and confidential. The survey took approximately 20 
minutes to complete. When participants had finished, informed consent sheets were 
separated from the questionnaires. As well, participants interested in the chance to win 
fifty dollars (N=353) were asked to hand in a sheet with their name and a contact number. 
Results 
Item Reduction 
In accordance with criteria described by Benson and Vincent (1980), MHS items 
were dropped if: a) one of the response categories was higher than 50%; b) more than 
two of the five response categories had less than a 1 0% response rate; and c) the middle 
response category (e.g., don' t know) was above 30%. This procedure resulted in the 
elimination of 25 items. 
Dimensionality of the MHS 
A principal components analysis (PCA) followed by oblique rotation was 
conducted on the remaining 25 scale items. PCA is typically used when the researcher's 
goal is data reduction. Kaiser' s criterion (eigenvalue> 1.0) identified a five component 
solution; however, inspection of the scree plot (Cattell, 1966) indicated that a one-
component solution should be retained. As per the recommendation of Comrey and Lee 
(1992, as cited in Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996), only loadings of .30 or higher were 
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considered to contribute significantly to this component. The final version consisted of 
thirteen items (see Appendix B for items and factor loadings). 
Reliability 
Cronbach's alpha for the 13-item version of the MHS was .93. Alpha coefficients 
for males and females were .91 and .92, respectively. These values represent high levels 
of reliability (Carmines & Zeller, 1979). For males, corrected item-total correlations 
ranged from .46 to . 74, with an average item-total correlation of .63 . For females, 
corrected item-total correlations ranged from .52 to . 74, with an average item-total 
correlation of .65 . Thus, it may be concluded that, for both male and female participants, 
each item contributed effectively to the total MHS score. 
Construct Validity of the MHS 
It was anticipated that scores on the MHS would correlate positively with self-
reported political conservatism. This hypothesis was confirmed for males, r=.46, n< .001, 
4=1.044 and females, r=.53, n<.001, 4=1.25. 
It was anticipated that self-reported religious behaviour (i.e., frequency of 
church/synagogue attendance) would also correlate positively with MHS scores. This 
hypothesis was confirmed, r=.23, n<.005, 4=.47 and r=.28, n<.001, 4=.58 for males 
and females, respectively. Further, it was anticipated that religious self-schema would 
correlate positively with MHS scores. This hypothesis was confirmed for males, r=.20, 
4 The transformation formula (2r/~l-r2) provided by Wolf(1986) was used to compute 
effect sizes@ for the correlations. According to Cohen's (1969, as cited in Carson, 
Schriesheim, & Kinicki, 1990) guidelines, effect sizes of .2, .5, and .8 represent small, 
medium, and large effect sizes, respectively. 
Development of the Modem Homo negativity Scale 19 
Q<.05, g=.41 and females, r=.28, J!<.001, _d=.58 . 
Discussion 
The results of Study 2 indicate that the 13-item version ofthe MHS is a reliable 
measure of modem homonegativity. In addition, the positive correlations among the 
MHS, political conservatism, religious behaviour, and religious self-schema provide 
preliminary evidence for the construct validity of the MHS. 
Study 3 
The purpose of Study 3 was to extend the examination of the construct validity of 
the 13-item version of the MHS by investigating: a) whether it was conceptually distinct 
from a measure of old-fashioned homonegativity; and b) its relationships with other 
constructs such as modem sexism. 
In previous investigations of old-fashioned forms of prejudice, positive 
relationships have existed between measures of racism and sexism. Similar relationships 
have been confirmed between modem racism and modem sexism (Swim et al., 1995). For 
example, Swim et al. (1995) found that the Modem Racism Scale (McConahay, 1982) and 
the Modem Sexism Scale (Swim et al., 1995) correlated positively with one another. 
Thus, in the present study, it was anticipated that a measure of modem sexism would 
correlate positively with modem homonegativity. Also, if scales designed to measure 
modem prejudice are distinct from old-fashioned measures, then a stronger correlation 
should exist between modem measures of prejudice than between modem and old-
fashioned measures of prejudice (Campbell, Schellenberg, & Senn, 1997; Swim & Cohen, 
1997). Consequently, it was expected that a larger correlation would be found between 
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modem sexism and modem homonegativity than between old-fashioned sexism and 
modem homonegativity. Finally, the Protestant Work Ethic (Katz & Hass, 1988) has been 
found to correlate positively with measures of moderr. racism and modem sexism (Swim 
et al. , 1995). Specifically, individuals who endorse the Protestant Work Ethic can justify 
holding prejudicial attitudes against a target group because this group is perceived as 
violating cherished values (e.g., self-reliance and devotion to work). In contrast, a 
Humanitarian-Egalitarian ideology (Katz & Hass, 1988) does not relate positively to 
modem racism and modem sexism. For example, individuals who endorse this ideology 
are more supportive ofblacks and women (e.g., blacks are disadvantaged in society, and 
may, therefore, be less self-reliant). Thus, in the present study, it was anticipated that the 
Protestant Work Ethic would correlate positively with modem homonegativity and the 
Humanitarian-Egalitarian perspective would correlate negatively with modem 
homonegativity. Finally, right-wing authoritarianism (RWA) relates positively to old-
fashioned measures of prejudice such as racism, sexism, and homonegativity (Altemeyer, 
1988; Herek, 1984; McConahay, 1986). Thus, it was anticipated that RWA would be 
more strongly related to old-fashioned homonegativity than to modem homonegativity. 
Method 
Participants 
Three-hundred and eight Canadian university students (148 males; 160 
females)5 independent of those involved in Study 2, served as participants. The proportion 
5 82.5% (n=254) of participants indicated they were "exclusively heterosexual"; 14.9% 
(n=46) were "primarily heterosexual"; and 2.6% (n=8) were "more heterosexual than 
homosexual." The sample did not include participants who did not know their sexual 
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of males and females in this sample was 48.1% and 51.9%, respectively. Participants' 
ages ranged from 18 to 51 (M=22.49; SD=4.77), with 29% (n=89) of the sample 
indicating they were in first year university, 21.8% (n=67) in second year, 30.3% (n=93) in 
third year, 15% (n=46) in fourth year, and 3.9% (n=I2) in fifth year or above. One 
participant did not provide a year of study. With respect to self-designated programme of 
study, 49.4% (n=l52) of participants were currently majoring in sciences, 41.6% (n=l28) 
were majoring in arts or humanities, and 9.1% (n=28) were undecided as to their major. 
Additional background information is provided in Table 4. 
Participants were given course credit, if applicable; however, most students did not 
require credit in order to complete the questionnaire. All participants were offered a 
monetary incentive for volunteering to participate (e.g., each student had the chance to 
win fifty dollars in a draw sponsored by the researcher). 
Materials 
Attitudes Toward Women Scale (AWS). The AWS (Spence, Helmreich, & Stapp, 
1973) measures traditional, or old-fashioned, sexist attitudes toward women. It contains 
15 items (e.g., "There are many jobs in which men should be given preference over 
women in being hired or promoted") and, in the present study, uses a 5-point Likert-type 
scale ( 1 =strongly disagree; 5=strongly agree) for each item. Scores can range from 15 to 
75, with higher scores reflecting greater levels of sexism. In previous investigations of the 
AWS, alpha coefficients have ranged from .70 to .85 (Spence & Hahn, 1997; Swim & 
orientation (n=4) or were "bisexual" (n=9) or "exclusively homosexual" (n=2). Additional 
participants (n=51) were excluded because they had participted in Study 2. 
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Table 4. 
Summary of participants' responses to background questions in Study 3. 
Political Conservatism. 1 
Very liberal Liberal Somewhat Somewhat Conservative Very 
liberal conservative conservative 
7.5% 24.1% 22.8% 11.1% 5.2% 0.01% 
(n=23) (n=74) (n=70) (n=34) (n=16) (n=2) 
Religious Behaviour.2 
Never On special Now and Usually 
occasions then 
52.8% 27% 12.1% 8.1% 
(n=162) (n=83) (n=37) (n=25) 
Religious Self-schema. 3 
Not at all Slightly religious Somewhat religious Very religious 
religious 
35.1% 27.3% 25.6% 6.5% 
(n=108) (n=84) (n=79) (n=20) 
Note. Percentages may not equallOO because of cases classified as either "don't know" or " missing." 
128.7% (n=88) of participants responded with "don't know" and one participant left the question blank. 
2 One participant left the question blank. 
35.5% (n=l7) of participants responded with "don' t know." 
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Cohen, 1997). 
Homonegativity Scale (HS). Old-fashioned negative attitudes toward homosexual 
men and women were measured using gay and lesbian versions of the Homo negativity 
Scale (HS-G and HS-L, respectively; Morrison et al., in press). Each version consists of 
six items (e.g., "Gay men/Lesbians should be avoided whenever possible") and uses a 5-
point Likert-type scale (1 =strongly disagree; 5=strongly agree) for each item. Scores can 
range from 6 to 30, with higher scores denoting greater homonegativity. In a previous 
investigation of the psychometric properties of the HS, alphas were .84 and .88 for males 
and females, respectively (Morrison et al., in press). 
Humanitarian-Egalitarianism Value Orientation (HE). The HE (Katz & Hass, 
1988) measures adherence to democratic ideals such as equality, social justice, and 
concern for others' well-being. This scale contains 10 items (e.g., "In dealing with 
criminals the courts should recognize that many are victims of circumstance") and, in the 
present study, uses a 5-point Likert-type scale (!=strongly disagree; 5=strongly agree) for 
each item. Scores can range from 10 to 50, with higher scores indicating greater levels of 
humanitarian-egalitarianism. In a previous investigation of the HE, Cronbach's alpha was 
.83 (Katz & Hass, 1988). 
Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (MC-SDS Form C). The MC-SDS 
(Form C) (Reynolds, 1982) measures the tendency of individuals to respond in a culturally 
appropriate manner. Form C contains 12 items (e.g., "No matter who I'm talking to, I'm 
always a good listener") and uses a true/false response format ( 1 =true; 2=false ). Scores 
can range from 12 to 24, with higher scores representing greater levels of social 
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desirability. Evidence attesting to the reliability and validity of this short-form version of 
the MC-SDS may be found in Reynolds (1982). 
Modem Homonegativity Scale (MHS). Research suggests that people hold more 
negative attitudes toward homosexuals oftheir own sex (Whitley, 1988). Thus, parallel 
forms of the 13-item version of the MHS were constructed. Specifically, one version 
pertained to gay men (MHS-G) and the other pertained to lesbians (MHS-L). For 
example, the item "Gay men and lesbians have all the rights they need" was revised to 
read, "Gay men have all the rights they need" for the MHS-G and "Lesbians have all the 
rights they need" for the MHS-L. Both versions use a 5-point Likert-type scale 
(!=strongly disagree; 5=strongly agree) for each item. Scores can range from 13 to 65, 
with higher scores representing greater modem homonegativity. 
Neosexism Scale (NS). The NS (Tougas, Brown, Beaton, & Joly, 1995) measures 
modem sexism. It contains 11 items (e.g., "Women will make more progress by being 
patient and not pushing too hard for change") and, in the present study, uses a 5-point 
Likert-type scale (1 =strongly disagree; 5=strongly agree) for each item. Scores can range 
from 11 to 55, with higher scores indicating greater modem sexist attitudes. As previous 
investigations have shown the alpha coefficients for the NS and Modem Sexism Scale 
(MSS; Swim et al., 1995) to be .81 and .65, respectively (Campbell et al., 1997), and since 
the MSS may possess an unstable factor structure (Morrison, Morrison, Pope, & Zumbo, 
in press), the NS was used in the present study. 
Protestant Work Ethic Value Orientation (PE). The PE (Katz & Hass, 1988) 
measures an individualistic orientation; namely, the emphasis a person places on individual 
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achievement, discipline, self-reliance, and devotion to work. The short-form version of 
the PE contains 11 items (e.g., "People who fail at a job have usually not tried hard 
enough") and uses a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 =strongly disagree; S=strongly agree) for 
each item. Scores can range from 11 to 55, with higher scores reflecting greater 
adherence to the Protestant Work Ethic. In a previous investigation of the PE, 
Cronbach's alpha was .76 (Katz & Hass, 1988). 
Right-Wing Authoritarianism (RWA). An individual's level of conventionalism, 
submission to authority, and authoritarian aggression was measured using the short-form 
version of Altemeyer's (1988) RWA scale (Duncan, Peterson, & Winter, 1997). This 
version contains 12 items (e.g., "Free speech means that people should even be allowed to 
make speeches and write books urging the overthrow of the government") and uses a 5-
point Likert-type scale (1 =strongly disagree; S=strongly agree) for each item. Scores can 
range from 12 to 60, with higher scores representing greater levels of authoritarianism. 
Evidence attesting to the reliability and validity of the short-form version of the RWA may 
be found in Duncan et al. (1997). 
Procedure 
The researcher and several assistants entered first year psychology classrooms to 
offer students a chance to participate in the study for course credit. As a large number of 
students enrolled in psychology already had participated in Study 2, students from other 
disciplines were invited to participate. Specifically, the researcher solicited students' 
involvement while seated in a primary walkway of the university. As volunteers 
approached the table, their names were checked against a master list to ensure that they 
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had not been involved previously in Study 2. This list was updated on a daily basis. 
Students also were provided with an incentive to participate (e.g., each student was 
offered the chance to enter a draw to win fifty dollars). 
Participants were instructed to read and sign the informed consent sheet. Each 
participant: (1) printed and signed his or her name; (2) read the instructions regarding the 
personal identification number; (3) wrote his or her personal identification number; and 
( 4) answered the question inquiring about participants' willingness to volunteer for other 
psychological studies. 6 It was important that participants followed each step because their 
responses would determine whether they could be recruited for Study 4. Once this 
procedure was finished, participants were instructed to complete the questionnaire. Male 
participants received the MHS-G and females received the MHS-L. Most students 
finished the questionnaire in approximately 25 minutes. After a participant returned the 
questionnaire, the informed consent sheet was removed, and the participant was asked to 
write down his or her name and a contact number on a sheet of paper in order to enter the 
draw. Participants then were provided with a debriefing sheet and thanked for their time. 
Data collection took approximately two weeks to complete. 
Results 
Alpha coefficients for the MHS-G and MHS-L were .91 and .90, respectively. 
Reliabilities for the remaining scales are provided in Table 5, and intercorrelations for the 
6 Participants were asked to list their personal identification number (i.e., the last five 
digits of their telephone number, followed by their number of brothers and sisters) on the 
consent form and transfer this number into the space available on the first sheet of the 
questionnaire. It served to indentify potential participants for study 4. A similar 
procedure was used by Fisher and Gray (1988). 
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Table 5. 
Alpha coefficients for the seven measures used in Study 3 (N=308). 
Males (N=J48) Females (N=160) 
Scales M SD Alpha M SD Alpha 
1. MHS 1 40.42 9.66 .91 37.17 9.81 .90 
2. ATW2 31.40 6.84 .76 25.80 5.88 .71 
3. HE3 38.11 5.31 .78 40.00 4.44 .75 
4.HS4 12.26 4.70 .83 9.60 3.61 .75 
5. MC-SDS5 33.62 2.54 .57 33 .76 2.93 .70 
6. NS6 27.13 5.67 .76 23 .67 5.47 .72 
7. PE7 34.85 5.67 .70 35.61 5.07 .65 
8. RWA8 30.10 5.67 .75 31.18 6.38 .75 
Notes. 1The Modern Homonegativity Scale, on which scores can range from 13 to 65, with higher scores 
denoting greater levels of modern homonegativity. 
~he Attitudes Toward Women Scale, on which scores can range from 15 to 75, with higher scores 
denoting greater levels of sexism. 
3The Humanitarian-Egalitarian Scale, on which scores can range from 10 to 50, with higher scores 
denoting greater levels of humanitarianism. 
4The Homonegativity Scale, on which scores can range from 6 to 30, with higher scores denoting greater 
levels of old-fashioned homonegativity. 
5The Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale, on which scores can range from 12 to 24, with higher 
scores denoting greater levels of social desirability. 
,.he Neosexism Scale, on which scores can range from 11 to 55, with higher scores denoting greater 
levels of modern sexism. 
7The Protestant Work Ethic Scale, on which scores can range from 11 to 55, with higher scores denoting 
greater adherence to the Protestant Work Ethic. 
8The Right-Wing Authoritarian Scale, on which scores can range from 12 to 60, with higher scores 
denoting greater levels of authoritarianism. 
Development of the Modem Homonegativity Scale 28 
scales are provided in Table 6. 
Inspection of the intercorrelations reveals that, for males, endorsement of modem 
homonegativity correlates positively with traditional sexism (ATW, r=.41), modem sexism 
(NS, r=.59), old-fashioned homonegativity (HS, r=.57), right-wing authoritarianism 
(RW A, r=.40), and belief in the Protestant work ethic (PE, r=.37). A negative correlation 
was observed between modem homonegativity and endorsement of humanitarian-
egalitarianism (HE, r=-.26). For females, scores on the Modem Homonegativity Scale 
correlated positively with traditional sexism (ATW, r=.32), modem sexism (NS, r=.57), 
old-fashioned homonegativity (HS, r=.56), right-wing authoritarianism (RWA, r=.41), and 
belief in the Protestant work ethic (PE, r=.33). An inverse relationship was obtained 
between modem homonegativity and endorsement of humanitarian-egalitarianism 
(HE, r=-.23). 
Maximum likelihood (ML) factor analyses followed by oblique rotation (i.e., direct 
oblimin with a delta set at zero) were conducted on the MHS-G and HS-G (male 
participants) and the MHS-L and HS-L (female participants). A delta value of zero allows 
for correlation between factors, yet offers some control over the extent of the correlation. 7 
ML is thought to have several advantages over other extraction methods in factor analysis 
(Bryant & Yamold, 1995). For example, ML is considered scale invariant, or scale free 
(i.e., the parametre estimates obtained through ML will not change when different units of 
measurement are used), and more importantly, (2) ML provides a likelihood ratio statistic 
7 It should be noted that when the delta value is below zero the solutions become 
increasingly orthogonal, and when the value approaches one, the solutions are very highly 
correlated (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). 
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Table 6. 
Intercorrelations among Modern Homonegativity and seven validation variables (Study 3, 
N=308). 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1. MHS 1 .41 ** -.26** .57** -.03 .59** .37** .40** 
2.ATW2 .32** -.39** .51** -.29** .63** .20* .53** 
3.HE3 -.23** -.22** -.31 ** -.23** -.27** -.01 -.18* 
4.HS4 .56** .52** -.06 -.23** .39** -.01 .44** 
5. MC-SDS5 .03 .11 -.09 -.09 -.23** -.11 .07 
6. NS6 .57** .52** -.22** .45** .06 .35** .42** 
7. PE7 .33** .22* .19* .31** -.05 .22** .29** 
8. RWA8 .41 ** .55** -.01 .55** .06 .41 ** .34** 
Note: *R < .05; **R < .01. 
1Modem Homonegativity Scale; 2 Attitudes Toward Women Scale; 3Humanitarian-Egalitarian Scale; 
4Homonegativity Scale; 5Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale; ~eosexism Scale; 7Protestant Work 
Ethic Scale; 8Right-Wing Authoritarianism Scale. 
Intercorrelations above the diagonal are for male participants (n=l48); intercorrelations below the 
diagonal are for female participants (n=l60). 
Effect sizes@ for significant correlations are (top to bottom): .67, .-.47, 1.35, 1.39, .70, .90 (column 
one); .90, -.45, 1.22, 1.22, .45, 1.31 (column two); -.54, -.85, -.45, .39 (column three); 1.39, 1.19, -.65, 
1.01, .65, 1.31 (column four) ; -.61 , -.47, -.47 (column five); 1.46, 1.62, -.56, -.56, -.47, .45, .90 (column 
six); 80, .41, -.74, .72 (column seven); .87, 1.25, -.37, .98, .92, 60 (column eight). 
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for testing the adequacy of a model. This statistic, however, is highly influenced by 
sample size -larger samples increase the probability that the null hypothesis (i.e., a sample 
model being the same as the population model) will be rejected (Diekhoff, 1992). 
Given this limitation, the chi-square/degrees of freedom ratio was used to assess the 
adequacy of model fit. A ratio less than two denotes models that fit reasonably and 
provide a sufficient representation ofthe data (Newcomb, 1994). In addition, if residuals 
for a specified model are less than .1 0, the dimensionality of that model is supported 
(Zumbo & Taylor, 1993). Finally, oblique rotation was selected because it was anticipated 
that, if the MHS-G and MHS-L were multidimensional, the factors should be, at least, 
modestly intercorrelated. 
Dimensionality of the MHS 
For the MHS-G and the MHS-L, one-factor solutions were obtained 
(eigenvalue=6.57 and 6.07, respectively) which accounted for 45% and 46.7% of the total 
variance, respectively. The chi-square/degree of freedom ratio for the MHS-G was 1.59, 
and 1.36 for the MHS-L, which indicate acceptable levels of fit (Newcomb, 1994). In 
addition, all residuals were less than .1 0, which further supports the urn dimensionality of 
these models. 
Conceptual distinction between modem and old-fashioned homonegativity 
Items from the MHS-G and HS-G (male participants) and MHS-L and HS-L 
(female participants) were factor analyzed using maximum likelihood extraction with 
oblique rotation. The analysis for males produced a two-factor solution with a chi-
square/degree of freedom ratio of 1.47. Factor 1 accounted for 42.1% of the total 
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vanance. All ofthe MHS-G items loaded on this factor. Factor 2 accounted for 9.7% of 
the total variance. All of the HS-G items loaded on Factor 2. The factor loadings for the 
MHS-G and the HS-G are provided in Table 7. 
The analysis for females produced a three-factor solution with a chi-square degree 
of freedom ratio of 1.06. Factor 1 accounted for 38.6% of the total variance, Factor 2 
accounted for 9. 1% of the total variance, and Factor 3 accounted for 6% of the total 
variance. All of the MHS-L items loaded on the first factor with the exception of item #5 . 
This item had comparable loadings on both factors 1 and 28. and the remaining 4 items 
loaded on factor 3. The factor loadings for the MHS-L and HS-L are provided in Table 8. 
Validity of the MHS 
Since measures of modem prejudice are positively related (Campbell et al., 1997; 
Swim et al. , 1995), it was expected that scores on the MHS-G and MHS-L would 
correlate positively with scores on the Neosexism Scale (NS). As shown in Table 6, this 
hypothesis was confirmed for males (r=.59) and females (r=.57). 
In addition, it was anticipated that the relationship between the MHS and the NS 
would be larger than the relationship between the MHS and the AWS. The analyses for 
males and females confirmed this hypothesis. As shown in Table 6, for males, the 
correlation between the MHS-G and the NS (r=.59) was larger than the correlation 
between the MHS-G and the AWS (r=.41). For females, the correlation between the 
8 As a result, the ML factor analysis was run again without item #5 for males and females. 
The resultant factor solutions were reliable (e.g., alpha coefficients=.90 for males and 
females), unidimensional, and conceptually distinct frcm old-fashioned homonegativity. 
Furthermore, the correlations between the MHS and the validation variables were of 
similar magnitude. Researchers may wish to use this 12-item version in future research. 
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Table 7. 
Factor analysis of scales measuring modem and old-fashioned homonegativity (n=148). 
Modem Homonegativity Scale - Gay Male Items Factor 1 Factor2 
1. Many gay men use their sexual orientation so that they can obtain .68 .01 
special privileges. 
2. Gay men seem to focus on the ways in which they differ from .60 .03 
heterosexuals, and ignore the ways in which they are similar. 
3. Gay men have all the rights they need. .59 .07 
4. The notion of universities providing students with undergraduate .52 .09 
degrees in Gay and Lesbian Studies is ridiculous. 
5. The media devote far too much attention to the topic of .54 -.18 
homosexuality. 
6. Celebrations such as "Gay Pride Day" are ridiculous because they .64 .10 
assume that an individual 's sexual orientation should constitute a 
source of pride. 
7. Gay men no longer need to protest for equal rights. .58 .21 
8. Gay men should stop shoving their lifestyle down other people's .83 -.04 
throats. 
9. lf gay men want to be treated like everyone else, then they need to .77 -.03 
stop making such a fuss about their sexuality/culture. 
10. Gay men who are "out of the closet" should be admired for their .47 .18 
courage. 
11. Gay men should stop complaining about the way they are treated .67 .13 
in society, and simply get on with their lives. 
12. In today's tough economic times, Canadians' tax-dollars .54 .09 
shouldn't be used to support gay men's organizations. 
13. Gay men have become far too confrontational in their demand for .71 .03 
equal rights. 
Homonegativity Scale - Gay Male Items 
1. Just because a man is gay does not mean that he has a mental -.06 .55 
disorder. 
2. Gay men should have the same rights as straight (heterosexual) .01 .58 
men. 
3. Gay men should not be allowed to work with children. .09 .66 
4. Gay men are immoral. .20 .63 
5. Those who support the rights of gay men are probably gay .20 .49 
themselves. 
6. Gay men should be avoided whenever possible. .03 .75 
Eigenvalue 8.00 1.84 
Total Variance Accounted For 42.1 9.7 
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Table 8. 
Factor analysis for scales measuring modem and old-fashioned homonegativity (n=160). 
Modem Homonegativity Scale -Lesbian Items Factor 1 Factor2 Factor3 
1. Many lesbians use their sexual orientation so that they can obtain .52 .-.19 .28 
special privileges. 
2. Lesbians seem to focus on the ways in which they differ from .60 .03 .09 
heterosexuals, and ignore the ways in which they are similar. 
3. Lesbians have all the rights they need. .68 .00 -.13 
4. The notion of universities providing students with undergraduate .40 .04 .22 
degrees in Gay and Lesbian Studies is ridiculous. 
5. The media devote far too much attention to the topic of .30 -.35 .07 
homosexuality. 
6. Celebrations such as "Gay Pride Day" are ridiculous because they .49 .01 .26 
assume that an individual's sexual orientation should constitute a 
source of pride. 
7. Lesbians no longer need to protest for equal rights. .82 .16 -.12 
8. Lesbians should stop shoving their lifestyle down other people' s .69 -.10 .19 
throats. 
9. If lesbians want to be treated like everyone else, then they need to .65 -.15 .16 
stop making such a fuss about their sexuality/culture. 
10. Lesbians who are "out of the closet" should be admired for their .49 .12 .18 
courage. 
11. Lesbians should stop complaining about the way they are treated .64 -.13 .18 
in society, and simply get on with their lives. 
12. In today' s tough economic times, Canadians' tax-dollars .60 .03 -.10 
shouldn't be used to support lesbian organizations. 
13. Lesbians have become far too confrontational in their demand for .69 -.01 .01 
equal rights. 
Homonegativity Scale - Lesbian Items 
1. Just because a women is a lesbian does not mean that she has a .11 .40 .16 
mental disorder. 
2. Lesbians should have the same rights as straight (heterosexual) -.06 .03 .51 
women. 
3. Lesbian should not be allowed to work with children. .12 .08 .57 
4. Lesbians are immoral. .03 .03 .72 
5. Those who support the rights of lesbians are probably gay .10 .04 .55 
themselves. 
6. Lesbians should be avoided whenever possible. .20 .57 .39 
Eigenvalue 7.33 1.73 1.14 
Total Variance Accounted For 38.6 9.1 6.0 
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MHS-L and the NS (r=.57) was larger than the correlation between the MHS-L and the 
A WS (r=.32). Further, the expectation that modem homonegativity and neosexism would 
be more strongly related than old-fashioned homonegativity and neosexism was confirmed 
for male and female participants. Table 6 shows that the correlation between the MHS-G 
and NS (r=.59) was larger than the correlation between the HS-G and NS (r=.39) for male 
participants, and that the correlation between the MHS-L and NS (r=.57) was larger than 
the correlation between the HS-L and NS (r=.45) for female participants. 
Individuals who endorse the Protestant Work Ethic (PE) are more likely to be 
modem racist than those who endorse Humanitarian-Egalitarianism (HE) (Katz & Hass, 
1988). This relationship also has been found in previous investigations of modem sexism 
(Campbell et al. , 1997~ Swim et al., 1995). Thus, it was anticipated that scores on the PE 
and the MHS would correlate positively, whereas scores on the HE and MHS would 
correlate negatively. These hypotheses were confirmed. As shown in Table 6, the 
correlation between the MHS-G and PE was positive (r=.37), whereas the correlation 
between the MHS-G and the HE was negative (r=-.26). Similarly, the correlation between 
the MHS-L and the PE was positive (r=.33), whereas the correlation between the MHS-L 
and HE was negative (r=-.23). 
Right-wing authoritarianism (RWA) is highly correlated with old-fashioned 
measures of prejudice (Altemeyer, 1988). Thus, it was hypothesized that a larger 
correlation would exist between scores on the RWA and an old-fashioned measure of 
homonegativity than between scores on the RW A and a modem measure of 
homonegativity. These hypotheses were confirmed for males and females (see Table 6). 
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The correlation between males' scores on the RWA and the HS-G (r=.44) was slightly 
larger than the correlation between males' scores on the RWA and the MHS-G (r=.40). 
For females, the correlation between scores on the RWA and the HS-L (r=.55) was larger 
than the correlation between RWA scores and the MHS-L (r=.41 ). 
Finally, results indicated that responses on the MHS-G and MHS-L were not 
correlated with social desirability bias (rs =- .03 and .03). 
Discussion 
The results of this study suggest that both versions of the MHS possess high levels 
of reliability, are unidimensional scales, and are conceptually distinct from their old-
fashioned counterparts. As well, the MHS-G and MHS-L were related positively to 
measures of modem prejudice (i.e., neosexism and the Protestant Work Ethic), did not 
correlate to the same extent with old-fashioned measures of prejudice (i.e., old-fashioned 
sexism and old-fashioned homonegativity), and were not correlated with social desirability 
bias. Overall, these results are consistent with those found for modem racism and modem 
sexism (McConahay, 1986; Swim et al., 1995). 
Study 4 
The purpose of Study 4 was to examine a behavioural implication of modem 
homonegativity using an attributional ambiguity technique (Snyder, Kleck, Strenta, & 
Mentzer, 1979). The ambiguity technique provides a covert means of detecting 
behavioural manifestations of prejudicial attitudes, and has been used in previous 
investigations of modem racism (Batson, Flink, Schoenrade, Fultz, & Pych, 1986). 
Two assumptions underlie the use of ambiguity: ( 1) individuals who endorse 
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modern forms of prejudice need to justify their attitudes and behaviours on nonprejudicial 
grounds; and 2) such individuals will not act in a prejudicial manner unless a means of 
justification is available. The attributional ambiguity paradigm uses a "covert" 
experimental condition which enables a participant to conceal his or her prejudicial 
behaviour. For example, Snyder et al. (1979) provided participants with two different 
movie descriptions and asked them to select the theatre in which they wanted to sit. Two 
confederates, a handicapped person and a non-handicapped person, were seated in either 
theatre. As the movies being shown were different, participants could justify not sitting 
with a handicapped person on the basis of movie preference. The other experimental 
condition is referred to as the "overt" condition, and does not provide participants with 
the means to justify prejudicial behaviour. For example, this condition includes two 
movies that are the same; thus, participants are unable to justify not sitting with a 
particular individual on the basis of movie preference. 9 
In the present study, the following hypotheses were tested: (1) high-scorers on the 
MHS in the covert condition would be less likely than low-scorers to sit with the 
confederate who was wearing at-shirt with a visible pro-gay or pro-lesbian slogan; and (2) 
high-scorers on the MHS in the overt condition would be just as likely as low-scorers to 
sit with the confederate who was wearing a t-shirt with either a visible pro-gay or pro-
lesbian slogan, or a generic slogan. 
9 Additional research employing this technique has used black and white confederates to 
investigate modern racism (Batson et al., 1986; McCcnahay et al. , 1981). 
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Method 
Participants 
Participants were forty-nine self-identified heterosexual undergraduate students 
(24 males; 25 females). They were randomly selected from among other self-identified 
heterosexual respondents in Study 3 (N=308) who scored in the top or bottom quartile on 
the MHS-G (males) or MHS-L (females).10 Several assistants solicited participants 
involvement by telephone, 11 and the testing began approximately six to seven weeks after 
Study 3 was completed. 
Confederates 
Two male and two female students from an upper division social psychology 
course volunteered to act as confederates in the study. 12 They received course credit for 
their involvement. Prior to testing, the researcher briefed confederates about the 
procedure, and they were made aware that they would be required to wear one of two t-
shirts during each experimental session. One of the t-shirts had a slogan that read, 
"Rolling Stones," and the other t-shirt had a slogan that read, "I'm not gay, but my 
boyfriend is," or "Lesbians make better lovers" for the male and female confederates, 
respectively. In each session, both confederates were either male or female, depending on 
the sex of the participant. That is, two female confederates were present when female 
10 It should be noted that 74 males (37 high-scoring; 37low-scoring) and 86 females (44 
high-scoring; 42low-scoring) were eligible to participate on the basis of their scores. 
11 Due to the reduced number of individuals (n=3) who would receive course credit for 
participating, assistants informed potential volunteers that an additional incentive (i.e., the 
chance to win $75.00 in a draw) was being offered. 
12 Additional confederates were used if the primary confederates were unavailable or ill (7 
additional males; 6 additional females) . 
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participants were tested, and two male confederates were present when male participants 
were tested. 
Materials 
Two rooms were used, one to run the experimental session and one to conduct the 
post-experimental inquiry. Each "theatre" in the experimental room was designed to 
accommodate two chairs which faced a TV NCR unit. Three chairs also were used for 
confederates and the participant to sit in while reading the movie descriptions and 
completing the background questionnaire. Four video tapes of silent comedies were used 
(i.e., two of the same comedy for the overt condition; two different comedies for the 
covert condition), as well as three movie descriptions (i.e., one for the overt condition; 
two for the covert condition). 
Measures 
Background questionnaire. On the first page, participants were asked to place an 
"X" beside the activities in which they were currently involved (e.g., jogging, 
rollerblading, aerobics, and so on). On the second page, they were asked whether they 
attended movies or rented movies, whether they attended plays, and whether they 
frequented pubs or bars. If participants answered "yes" to any of the questions on the 
second page, they were asked to indicate the frequency with which they engaged in these 
activities. Finally, participants were asked if they enjoyed indoor activities, outdoor 
activities, or activities that were both indoor and outdoor. 
Movie reaction questionnaire. This questionnaire asked participants to indicate 
whether they enjoyed the movie clip on a variety of dimensions (e.g., humour, interest, 
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likability of the characters) and used a "yes/no" response format . 
Post-experimental inquiry. This inquiry was adapted from a previous study 
investigating participants' level of awareness of demand characteristics when asked direct, 
indirect, and funnel questions (Page, 1973). The post-experimental inquiry contained 12 
items and took approximately 10 minutes to complete. A copy is provided in Appendix C. 
Experimental Procedure 
Participants were randomly assigned to conditions (i.e. , overt or covert) and all 
situational variables were counterbalanced (i.e., experimental conditions, movies shown 
across experimental conditions, the confederate wearing the pro-gay/lesbian t-shirt, and 
theatre that contained the confederate wearing the pro-gay/lesbian t-shirt). The numbers 
ofmales and females assigned to the overt condition were 12 and 12, respectively; the 
numbers assigned to the covert condition were 13 and 12. 
Participants were run individually by an experimenter who was blind to their MHS 
scores. Since the university does not have a social psychology testing room with two exit 
doors, participants were told to meet outside a room that was a considerable distance from 
the testing area. Each student was then informed that there had been a room change and 
was asked to walk with the experimenter to the new location. Before entering the 
experimental room, participants were asked to read the following introduction: 
We are interested in whether reactions to movies change or stay the same over 
time. As a participant in our research, you will be watching and giving us your 
reactions to a comedy that was made in the early 1920s. Both films are short 
(e.g., less than 5 minutes), black and white, and they are silent comedies (i.e., they 
have no dialogue). Before making your choice, you will be given a brief written 
description of each film. Also, when you typically go to the movies, you have a 
choice of more than one theatre. In our study, too, you will have a choice -
between "Theatre A" and "Theatre B." These two theatres are showing different 
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films, and you can choose the one you want to see. 
Before you begin to watch the movie, you will be asked to complete a background 
questionnaire. The questionnaire will provide us with information about the kinds 
of activities you enjoy, and may prove useful in helping us interpret the findings 
of this study. After the movie, you will be asked to complete a movie reaction 
questionnaire. Both questionnaires are brief 
The experimenter then asked participants to sign an informed consent sheet, and reviewed 
the procedure. The experimental manipulation was then introduced. If participants were 
in the overt condition, they were told that the video distributor had mistakenly supplied 
two copies of the same video, thus the movies being shown would be the same. However, 
they were told that they could still choose between "Theatre A" or "Theatre B." 
Participants in the covert condition were told that they would have a choice between two 
different movies and could select whichever "theatre" they preferred. 
The participants were then lead into the experimental room, where the two same-
sex confederates were busy completing their background questionnaires. The 
experimenter then asked participants to sit at the same table as the confederates which was 
situated approximately four metres from the television monitors. The confederates were 
asked if they had completed their background questionnaires and finished reading either 
the one movie description (overt condition) or both movie descriptions (covert condition). 
The confederates knew to respond with a "yes" and were then asked by the experimenter 
to select their predetermined theatre. While the confederates "chose" their theatres (i.e., 
each sat in either "Theatre A" or "Theatre B"), the participant was given enough time to 
observe the pro-gay or pro-lesbian slogan. Confederates sat on the outside chair in each 
theatre, thus ensuring that the slogans on the back of their t-shirts were visible. Chairs in 
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.. 
both theatres were stationed at a distance of about .5 metres away from each other. 
Participants in the overt condition were given one movie description, whereas 
participants in the covert condition were provided with two descriptions. To ensure that 
the movie descriptions for the covert condition possessed an equal level of interest, 
participants were asked to complete a question about how interesting the movie 
description seemed on a 10-point scale (1=not at all interesting; 10=extremely interesting) 
at the bottom of both descriptions. Once participants had finished reading the movie 
.· 
description(s) and completed their questionnaires, they were asked to select a theatre. .·. 
The experimenter then turned on the movies which were approximately five minutes in 
duration. 
After the clips were finished, the experimenter asked the participant and 
confederates to collect their belongings and informed them that they would be taken to 
separate rooms to complete the movie reaction questionnaire and answer questions about 
the study itself Once participants had exited the testing room, they followed the 
experimenter to an adjacent room where an assistant greeted them and asked them to sit 
down. They proceeded to complete the movie reaction questionnaire (e.g., questions 
pertaining to the movie's interest, clarity, and character recognition), and were then asked 
if their responses to the post-experimental inquiry could be audio-taped. All participants 
agreed. After completing the post-experimental inquiry, the assistant asked participants to 
write their name and contact number on a sheet of paper in order to be eligible for the 
draw. As well, participants also were informed that a full debriefing sheet would be 
mailed to them. Participants were reminded of the importance of not disclosing the nature 
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of the experiment to friends and acquaintances, and were thanked for their time. The 
experiment took approximately 25 minutes to complete. 
Results 
Data from seven participants were eliminated because they: ( 1) were friends of the 
confederates (1 male, 1 female); (2) did not report seeing the pro-gay or pro-lesbian 
slogan (1 male, 2 females, respectively); and (3) expressed suspicions that the experiment 
was investigating whether or not individuals would sit beside a "gay" man (2 males). Of 
the remaining participants (N=42), 36 correctly identified the gay or lesbian slogan. These 
36 participants were used in the following analyses. 
First, it was important to determine if participants high and low in modern 
homonegativity similarly believed that an individual wearing a t-shirt with a pro-gay or 
pro-lesbian slogan was homosexual. The integrity of the experiment would be 
compromised if high- and low-scoring participants differed in the extent to which they 
believed the confederate was gay/lesbian. An independent samples t-test revealed no 
significant difference between high-scorers (M=6.00, SD=2.71) and low-scorers (M=4.55, 
SD=l.57) in their perceptions of whether the confederate was homosexual, t=-1.96, ns. 
Second, it was important to see if participants differed in their evaluations of how 
interesting the movie descriptions were in the covert condition. If one of the descriptions 
was seen as inherently more interesting than the other, seating choice would be a function 
ofthe movie descriptions and not necessarily ofthe confederate's purported sexual 
orientation. A paired-samples t-test revealed that the interest levels of the movies did not 
significantly differ in the covert condition (video 1, M=6.56, SD=1 .34; video 2, M=6.17, 
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SD=l.51), 1(17) = 1.20, ns. 13 
A chi-square analysis was conducted to assess the proportion of individuals 
selecting "Theatre A" or "Theatre B" in the overt and covert conditions. 14 If the MHS 
possesses construct validity beyond that shown in Studies 2 and 3, there should be a 
difference between high- and low-scorers in the covert condition where the high-scorers 
can justifY their homonegativity in terms of movie preference. No difference should be 
apparent in the overt condition where the movies are the same. That is, the proportion of 
MHS high-scorers in the covert condition who sit with the confederate wearing the 
Rolling Stones T -shirt should be greater than the proportion sitting with the confederate 
wearing either the pro-gay or pro-lesbian t-shirt. However, an equal proportion of high-
scorers should sit with either confederate in the overt condition. Both hypotheses were 
confirmed, X2 (1) = 4.0, ll = .045 (covert condition); x2 (1) = 1.0, ns (overt condition). 
Specifically, the proportion ofhigh-scoring and low-scoring participants who sat with the 
gay person in the covert condition was 11% (of 9) and 56% (of 9), respectively. High-
and low-scoring participants who sat with the presumed homosexual in the overt condition 
were 56% (of9) and 78% (of9) (see Figure 1 for graphical representation)15 . 
13 Independent samples t-tests were conducted to see if high- and low-scoring participants 
differed in their interest rating for the two videos. No significant difference was obtained 
(video 1, 1(17) = 1.28, ns; video 2, 1(17) = -.04, ns). 
14 Due to the relatively small sample size, separate analyses for males and females were not 
conducted. 
15 It should be noted that the seating preference of participants high in old-fashioned 
homonegativity did not differ as a function of experimental condition. Specifically, in the 
covert condition, 83% of high-scorers on the HS chose not to sit with the "gay" 
confederate. In the overt condition, a comparable percentage was obtained (80%). 
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Figure 1. 
Percentage of high-scorers and low-scorers on the Modem Homonegativity Scale who 
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Discussion 
MHS high scorers showed a greater tendency to avoid sitting with the presumed 
homosexual in the covert experimental condition. Moreover, the ambiguity of the context 
provided high-scoring participants with a means to justify an act of anti-homosexual bias 
on the basis of movie preference, when compared to their overt counterparts. 16 This 
finding suggests that a form of modem homo negativity exists among university students in 
an experimental setting and the behavioural evidence obtained in this study strengthens the 
construct validity of modem homonegativity beyond that shown in studies 2 and 3. 
Although survey research examining negative attitudes toward homosexuals creates the 
illusion that prejudice is declining, unobtrusive experiments (such as those that employ the 
attributional ambiguity technique) reveal discrimination against this target group. In 
addition, since the construct of modem homonegativity is new, additional research should 
be conducted. Researchers may want to examine this construct using a larger sample of 
university students. A larger sample also would enable researchers to investigate gender 
differences with respect to the experimental conditions. That is, does the attributional 
ambiguity technique provide the justification necessary for both males and females to 
engage in behaviours that are considered homonegative in a modem sense? 
General Discussion 
All of the research investigating modem forms of prejudice has pertained to the 
16 It should be noted that selecting either "theatre A" or "theatre B" was not easy for some 
participants. For example, two high-scoring participants (1 male; 1 female) in the covert 
condition approached the theatre with the pro-gay confederate, yet at the theatre partition 
"stumbled" into the theatre with the confederate wearing the "Rolling Stone" slogan. 
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cognitive and behavioural manifestations of modem racism and modem sexism (e.g., 
Lambert, Cronen, Chasteen, & Lickel, 1996; McConahay et al. , 1981 ; Swim et al., 1995). 
Although racism and sexism are known to relate positively with anti-homosexual bias 
(Bierly, 1985), a modem conceptualization ofhomonegativity has not been formulated . 
Thus, modem homonegativity (i.e., a covert form of prejudice against gay men and 
lesbians) was the focus of this thesis. Four studies were conducted to develop and 
validate a scale designed to measure modem homonegativity. 
The value survey in Study 1 assisted in the development of items for a preliminary 
version of the MHS by identifying values that possess current importance. Many 
researchers emphasize that this is an integral step with respect to the development of 
attitude measures (Biernat et al., 1996; Esses et al., 1993). However, in Study 1, 
restriction of range was problematic. That is, responses to the value survey revealed that 
few participants perceived gay men and lesbians as violating either instrumental or 
terminal values. Thus, the number of items generated from this survey was not as high as 
anticipated. One reason for this finding may be that the proportion of individuals on a 
university campus who are willing to indicate that gay men or lesbians "violate" terminal 
or instrumental values is exceptionally small. For example, one student, after consenting 
to participate, showed the survey to a friend and then threw the survey away. Such 
reactions underscore the sensitive nature of surveys when used to evaluate groups that are 
stigmatized in North American society (McConahay, 1986). Additional items were either 
modified from the MSS or generated by the researcher and the content validity of the 
resultant 50-item preliminary version was perceived to be high. 
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Studies 2 and 3 investigated the reliability and factor structure of the MHS. 
Parallel versions of the scale were created, with one pertaining to gay men and one 
pertaining to lesbians. Both versions of the MHS possessed high levels of reliability and 
unidimensional factor structures. Determining the unidimensionality of the MHS in Study 
2 was a precursor to establishing a conceptual distinction between modern homonegativity 
and old-fashioned homonegativity. The researcher felt that this task would be simplified if 
the MHS items were unidimensional. Moreover, Guilford (1954, as cited in Briggs & 
Cheek, 1986) states that any test "that measures more than one common factor. .. [may] 
yield scores that are psychologically ambiguous and difficult to interpret (p.110). 
Furthermore, the confirmation of relationships hypothesized in previous investigations of 
modern racism and sexism provided additional support for the construct validity of 
modern homonegativity. 
Beyond the aforementioned psychometric properties, the MHS offers several 
advantages. First, national opinion polls indicate that endorsement of items measuring 
overt prejudice is declining and researchers suggest that this may result, in part, from 
individuals' desire to respond in a socially acceptable fashion (McConahay, 1986). Since 
measures of old-fashioned homonegativity contain blatant content (e.g. , "All homosexuals 
are immoral" and "Homosexuals should be isolated from heterosexuals"), it is not 
surprising that participants are less likely to endorse these items. Study 3 revealed that 
participants were not concerned with responding to items on the MHS in a socially 
desirable manner. The nonsignificant relationship between the MHS and a measure of 
social desirability may be advantageous for researchers. 
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Moreover, investigations ofhomonegativity typically use college or university 
student as participants. However, the liberal milieu characteristic of most universities may 
enhance students' awareness of injustice, thereby increasing their sensitivity to issues such 
as racism, sexism, and homonegativity (Rubin & Peplau, 1975). For example, attending 
college and endorsement of sexist attitudes are negatively related (Signorielli, 1989). In 
the present study, mean responses to the old-fashioned homonegativity measure were not 
above the scale mid-point for males (M=12.26) or females (M=9.60) [scale-mid-point was 
18]. However, mean responses to the MHS were above the scale mid-point for males 
(40.42) and just below the mid-point for females (37.17) [scale mid-point was 39]. This 
suggests that modem homonegativity items may be less reactive than "old-fashioned" 
items. The reactive nature of extant old-fashioned measures of homonegativity may serve 
to underestimate the prevalence of prejudicial attitudes toward lesbians and gay men, 
particularly if such measures are used with university student samples. 17 
An additional advantage is that parallel versions of the MHS have been 
constructed. According to Britton (1990), previous research investigating homonegativity 
has focused typically on the male homosexual, with the assumption that lesbians are 
somehow included. Given that individuals: (a) hold more negative attitudes toward same-
sex homosexuals (Whitley, 1988); and (b) may not even think of lesbians when responding 
17 It should be noted that the presence of contrast effects has been previously investigated 
with old-fashioned and modem racism scales (McConahay et al., 1981 ). It was 
hypothesized that a contrast effect would exist if modem racism items were deemed just as 
negative as their old-fashioned counterparts when presented separately to participants. 
This hypothesis was not confirmed, and thus, participants did not perceive modem scale 
items as representing anti-black affect. This phenomenon may be occurring with modem 
homonegativity items. 
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to scale items that use the term homosexual (Herek, 1984), the accuracy with which these 
measures can gauge the prevalence ofhomonegativity is limited. Therefore, the 
development of separate versions for male and female participants provides not only a 
more exact measure of males' perceptions of gay men, but also women's perceptions of 
lesbians in contemporary society. Finally, the brevity of the MHS is an additional benefit 
for researchers. Since the MHS contains only 13-items, it can be used in a variety of test 
batteries, particularly with research examining other forms of modern prejudice (e.g., 
racism and sexism). 
However, it is important to mention a few limitations associated with the 
attitudinal component of this thesis. First, although parallel versions of the scale were 
constructed, males did not complete the MHS-L (i.e., the version pertaining to lesbians), 
and females did not complete the MHS-G (i.e., the version pertaining to gay men). If both 
versions are completed in future studies, an understanding of how modem homo negativity 
manifests itself with respect to individuals' evaluations of opposite-sex homosexuals 
would be obtained. Second, in Study 2, scale items pertained to both gay men and 
lesbians (e.g., "Gay men and lesbians have all the rights they need); however, in Study 3, 
the items were separated for gay men and lesbians (e.g., the version containing the item 
"Gay men have all the rights they need" was distributed to male participants and the 
version containing the item "Lesbians have all the rights they need" was distributed to 
female participants). Although the versions used in Studies 2 (where items pertained to 
gay men and lesbians together) and 3 (where items pe.tained separately to gay men and 
lesbians) possessed comparable levels of reliability and unidimensional factor structures, 
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modem homo negativity may differ slightly for homosexual men and women. For example, 
in reviewing old-fashioned homonegativity scales, certain items reflect issues that are 
perceived as more germane to gay men than to lesbians (e.g., items pertaining to the myth 
that homosexuals should not be allowed to work with children). A similar finding may be 
revealed in future investigations of modem homonegativity. Specifically, future research 
may include the construction of additional items to determine if certain issues possess 
greater currency, from a modem perspective, for gay men when compared with lesbians 
(and vice versa). 
Study 4 provides behavioural evidence for the construct validity of modem 
homonegativity. The fact that MRS high-scorers chose to sit in the theatre opposite the 
pro-gay/pro-lesbian confederate more often in the covert condition than in the overt 
condition is consistent with the existence and operation of modem homo negativity within 
a presumably "enlightened" sample of people (e.g., university students). 
The validity of this experiment was increased by conducting a rigourous post-
experimental inquiry. Previous investigations of modem prejudice using the attributional 
ambiguity paradigm (e.g., Batson et al. , 1986) have not included inquiries ofthis nature. 
Consequently, researchers likely were unable to gauge whether participants were aware of 
the hypothesis, at what point they became aware of the hypothesis, and their suspicions, if 
any, about the true nature of the experiment. Furthermore, by not conducting this type of 
inquiry, the influence of demand characteristics and experimenter bias could not be 
controlled. In the present study, the post-experimental inquiry ensured that the two 
participants who did indicate some suspicion were omitted from the statistical analyses. 
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Also, race and sex are highly salient stimuli (Brewer, 1988), whereas sexual orientation is 
not. Consequently, it was imperative that manipulation checks were in place to determine 
whether participants attended to the only indicator of sexual orientation (i.e., the pro-
gay/pro-lesbian t-shirt slogans). Ifthe questions with respect to the slogans were not 
asked, seven participants would have been included mistakenly in the analyses when they 
had not even noticed the t-shirt slogans. Thus, the post-experimental inquiry increases the 
likelihood that the difference evidenced between high- and low-scorers in the covert 
condition was a result of the experimental manipulation and not demand characteristics. 
Future research might involve assessing modem homonegativity with additional 
samples of university students across Canada. This would ensure that the results obtained 
in this thesis are not an artifact of the student body of a N orthem Canadian university. 
Upon replication with university samples, modem homonegativity could then be explored 
with adolescent and community samples. 18 Also, different techniques should be used to 
assess the behavioural indicators of modem homonegativity. Specifically, current 
theoretical models of racism and sexism could be applied to the domain of modem 
homonegativity. For example, Devine (1989) conceptualizes racial stereotyping and 
prejudice as automatic and controlled processes, respectively. Thus, determining whether 
her model constitutes a promising avenue of inquiry in relation to modem homonegativity 
could be explored. Although few studies have examined the behavioural implications of 
18 It should be noted that endorsement of items measuring old-fashioned homonegativity 
remains somewhat prevalent among adolescents (e.g., Morrison, McLeod, Morrison, 
Anderson, & O'Connor, 1997). Also, modem forms vfprejudice are typically not 
examined with community samples (see Morrison et al., in press for an exception). 
I 
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homonegativity in general, the most important feature with respect to future 
investigations of modem homonegativity is the use of a covert manipulation. That is, 
researchers must provide participants with a means to justify behaviours on nonprejudicial 
grounds, thereby creating a context that is ambiguous. 
Finally, modem homonegativity appears to be a new form of prejudice that is 
conceptually distinct from old-fashioned homonegativity. The MHS possesses good 
psychometric properties and the construct validity of this measure was substantiated by 
the behavioural study. It is anticipated that the nonreactive MHS will prove useful for 
researchers in documenting the pervasiveness of negative attitudes toward gay men and 
lesbians. Further, examining the behavioural implications of modem homonegativity may 
provide social scientists with a more comprehensive understanding of prejudice which, in 
tum, may be used to develop interventions for attitudinal and behavioural change. 
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Appendix A 
Rokeach's (1967) Terminal Value Survey 
PLEASE RANK-ORDER ON THE RIGHT -HAND SIDE OF THIS SHEET HOW 
IMPORTANT EACH VALUE IS TO YOU (l=MOST IMPORTANT; 18=LEAST 
IMPORTANT). PLEASE GIVE EACH VALUE A DIFFERENT RATING. 
RATING 
1. A comfortable life (a prosperous life) 
2. A sense of accomplishment (lasting contribution) 
3. A world at peace (free of war and conflict) 
4. A world ofbeauty (beauty of nature and the arts) 
5. An exciting life (a stimulating active life) 
6. Equality (brotherhood, equal opportunity for all) 
7. Family security (taking care ofloved ones) 
8. Freedom (independence, free choice) 
9. Happiness (contentment) 
10. Inner harmony (freedom from inner conflict) 
11. Mature love (sexual and spiritual intimacy) 
12. National security (protection from attack) 
13 . Pleasure (an enjoyable, leisurely life) 
14. Salvation (being saved, eternal life) 
15. Self-respect (self-esteem) 
16. Social recognition (respect, admiration) 
17. True friendship (close companionship) 
18. Wisdom (a mature understanding of life) 
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Appendix A (Continued) 
Please WRITE OUT the values you selected as being most important from the previous page. 
Then, RATE the extent to which you agree or disagree that LESBIANS VIOLATEIUPHOLD 19 
each value on the 7-point scale. For example, if you "strongly agree" that lesbians uphold the 
value, "wisdom," you would circle I, for strongly agree. 
I = strongly agree 
2 =agree 
3 = somewhat agree 
4 =don't know 
5 = somewhat disagree 
6 =disagree 
7 = strongly disagree 
Write Your Values Provide Your Rating 
1. I 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. I 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. I 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4 . 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. I 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. I 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19 For example, one female participant would be given a copy asking her to indicate the 
extent to which lesbians upheld the values. Another female was given a copy and asked to 
indicate the extent to which lesbians violated them. The same procedure was used for 
males. 
·~ ~ 
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Appendix A (Continued) 
Rokeach's (1967) Instrumental Value Survey 
PLEASE INDICATE ON THE RIGHT-HAND SIDE OF THIS SHEET HOW 
IMPORTANT EACH VALUE IS TO YOU (l=MOST IMPORTANT; 18=LEAST 
IMPORTANT). PLEASE GIVE EACH VALUE A DIFFERENT RATING. 
RATING 
1. Ambitious (hard working, aspiring) 
2. Broadminded (open-minded) 
3. Capable (competent, effective) 
4. Cheerful (lighthearted, joyful) 
5. Clean (neat, tidy) 
6. Courageous (standing up for your beliefs) 
7. Forgiving (willing to pardon others) 
8. Helpful (working for the welfare of others) 
9. Honest (sincere, truthful) 
10. Imaginative (daring, creative) 
11 . Independent (self-reliant, self-sufficient) 
12. Intellectual (intelligent, reflective) 
13 . Logical (consistent, rational) 
14. Loving (affectionate, tender) 
15. Obedient (dutiful, respectful) 
16. Polite (courteous, well-mannered) 
17. Responsible (dependable, reliable) 
18. Self-controlled (restrained, self-disciplined) 
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Appendix A (Continued) 
Please WRITE OUT the values you selected as being most important from the previous page. 
Then, RATE the extent to which you agree or disagree that GAY MEN UPHOLDIVIOLATE20 
each value on the 7-point scale. For example, if you "strongly agree" that gay men uphold the 
value, "forgiveness," you would circle 1, for strongly agree. 
1 =strongly agree 
2 =agree 
3 = somewhat agree 
4 =don't know 
5 = somewhat disagree 
6 =disagree 
7 = strongly disagree 
Write Your Values Provide Your Rating 
1. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2° For example, one male participant would be given a copy asking him to indicate the 
extent to which gay men upheld the values. Another male was given a copy and asked to 
indicate the extent to which gay men violated them. The same procedure was used for 
females. 
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Appendix B 
The Modem Homonegativity Scale (MHS) and Factor Loadings 
Items 
1. Gay men and lesbians have all the rights they need. 
2. Gay men and lesbians no longer need to protest for equal 
rights. 
3. The notion of universities providing students with 
undergraduate degrees in Gay and Lesbian Studies is 
ridiculous. 
4. The media devote too much attention to the topic of 
homosexuality. 
5. Gay men and lesbians should stop shoving their lifestyle 
down other people's throats. 
6. Gay men and lesbians have become far too confrontational 
in their demand for equal rights. 
7. Many gay men and lesbians use their sexual orientation so 
that they can obtain special rights and privileges. 
8. Gay men and lesbians seem to focus on the ways in which 
they differ from heterosexuals, and ignore the ways in 
which they are similar. 
9. In today's tough economic times, Canadians' tax-dollars 
shouldn't be used to support gay and lesbian organizations. 
10. Gay men and lesbians who are "out ofthe closet" should 
be admired for their courage. 
11. If gay men and lesbians want to be treated like everyone 
else, then they need to stop making such a fuss about their 
sexuality/ culture. 
12. Celebrations such as "Gay Pride Day" are ridiculous 
because they assume that an individual's sexual orientation 
should constitute a source of pride. 
13. Gay men and lesbians should stop complaining about the 
way they are treated in society, and simply get on with 
their lives. 
Eigenvalue 
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Appendix C 
Post-Experimental Inquiry Questions 
1. What did you think this experiment was all about? 
2. What did you think the hypothesis was? (i.e., what did you think we were looking 
for, or trying to study?) 
3. How certain are you about the hypothesis you just mentioned? If 10 is extremely 
certain, and 1 is not at all certain, what would you say? 
4. During the experiment and before this questionnaire was given, what suspicions 
did you have, if any? 
5. At what point in the experiment did you identify its hypothesis? 
6. How did you go about choosing which theatre to sit in? 
7. Did you think that the experimenter might have expected you to sit in one theatre 
over the other? In other words, was there a correct theatre to sit in? Explain. 
8. How important was the movie description in determining which theatre you sat 
in? If 10 is extremely important, and 1 is not important at all? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
9. Were the other subjects in the two movie theatres wearing t-shirts? 
Yes No 
10. Did you notice that the other subjects had slogans on their t-shirts? 
Yes No 
11. Which of the following slogans appeared on the subjects' t-shirts? (7 were listed, 
and 2 were correct) 
12. How likely is it that someone wearing a t-shitt with a gay slogan on it would be 
gay? If 1 0 is extremely and 1 is not at all likely? 
